[image: image3.emf]
April 13, 2009

Broadband Technology Opportunities Program, 

U.S. Department of Commerce, 

Room 4812, 

1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20230
Dear Broadband Technology Opportunities Program,

As an industry leader in public benefit program administration, Solix with our partner Vangent have prepared the attached response, which addresses important concepts for balancing the goals of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) broadband provisions with thorough regulatory oversight and the strict control of waste, fraud, and abuse.  Our response incorporates many of the best practices we have developed over the years based upon our experience in administering similar initiatives.  Solix and Vangent understand the challenges faced by regulators in achieving the primary objectives of ARRA, including the timely yet controlled disbursement of funds to qualified recipients and projects.  
Solix and Vangent are uniquely experienced in processing applications and distributing support to qualified recipients based on Federal and state-defined criteria.  We provide operational support for the Federal E-Rate and Rural Health Care Programs, which distribute approximately $3 billion per year to fund Internet and broadband access for schools, libraries, and health care facilities throughout the country.  Solix also administers state universal service mechanisms providing almost $1 billion in annual funding in 12 states.    Similar to the programs we administer today, we understand that the NTIA and RUS grant programs will need to be able to provide:

· Speed to launch programs and open application window

· Processes to accept large amounts of applications

· Internal controls to prevent waste, fraud and abuse

· Comprehensive program evaluation and reporting capabilities

· Proven invoicing systems and processes

· Subject Matter Experts to review and approve technical applications

· Customer outreach and education programs 

Should you require additional information or have any questions about Solix or our comments, please feel free to contact me at (973) 581-7676 or eseguin@solixinc.com.

Respectfully,     

Eric Seguin, Vice President


John Alfano, Vice President
Solix, Inc.
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2. The Role of the States 
The Recovery Act states that NTIA may consult the States (including the District of Columbia, territories, and possessions) with respect to various aspects of theBTOP (Section 6001(c)). The Recovery Act also requires that, to the extent practical, the BTOP award at least one grant to every State (Section 6001(h)(1)).
a. How should the grant program consider State priorities in awarding grants?
NTIA should work collaboratively with states to design the prioritization criteria that will allow for the greatest cumulative reach and program effectiveness.  Prioritization is an issue both amongst and within states so the affected parties should be allowed to provide input into the process and design.  Federal and state collaboration creates challenges but the end result can be a comprehensive and well-structured design that incorporates differing perspectives and needs e.g. NARUC Joint Boards. Federal and state government collaboratives designed to garner input from multiple jurisdictions when establishing nationwide policies can be effective in developing the most appropriate and equitable policies for evaluating and ranking differing state priorities.  The involvement of cross-jurisdictional agencies will allow for a transparent and inclusive program design process.       

b. What is the appropriate role for States in selecting projects for funding?
The objectives of the competitive grant and loan programs established by ARRA include providing access to broadband service in unserved and underserved areas; providing education, equipment and support to schools, libraries, healthcare providers, and other community support organizations; facilitating greater use of broadband by low-income, unemployed, and otherwise vulnerable populations; improving access and use by public safety agencies; and stimulating economic growth and job creation.
  State utility commissions or other regulatory agencies are most familiar with the economic, geographic, technological, and public interest factors within their boundaries and, as such, should play a key role in influencing the awarding of funds and designing programmatic objectives for their residents.

Specifically, state commissions may have access to broadband penetration data and may want to provide input to program rules for evaluating, ranking, and selecting projects for funding.  Through their interactions with constituents, the agencies are knowledgeable about unserved or underserved areas in greatest need of assistance within their states.  Given the unique characteristics of each state as well as the regional differences within a state, it is crucial to understand the methods that are most effective for identifying and successfully reaching out to residents.  Further, the specific constitution of vulnerable populations may vary across regions of the country and input in this regard will help bring differences to light.  Due to their proximity and thorough understanding of the constituent groups, states can offer valuable insights that will result in better targeting of broadband funding and more appropriate project scopes.
c. How should NTIA resolve differences among groups or constituencies within a State in establishing priorities for funding?
Competitive grant programs often include prioritization criteria because the demand for grants usually exceeds the available funds.  States can provide valuable input into designing the best method for prioritizing the distribution of grants throughout the nation as well as logical means for ranking requests at the local level through the sharing of state-specific data and open discussions regarding avenues to best satisfy national objectives. 

A prioritization methodology that is in place and successfully tested is the approach used for the FCC’s Schools and Libraries (E-Rate) program.  The E-Rate program funds $2.25 billion per year to provide Internet and telecommunications infrastructure for schools and libraries throughout the U.S.  Annual funding is capped and the request for E-Rate funds regularly exceeds the amount of money available so approval prioritization is driven by household income and the urban/rural status of the area where funds are requested.  Funding commitments are approved in “waves” and if the total demand exceeds available funds, the monies are allocated to the schools and libraries in the communities where the need is greatest based upon poverty level.  This is a directly relevant example of a prioritization methodology that can be and has been employed and input from states can flesh out the pros and cons of proposed methodologies based on insights into real-world impacts.     

d. How should NTIA ensure that projects proposed by States are well-executed and produce worthwhile and measurable results?
It is vital that the broadband grants be used for their intended purposes and that due care is paid to minimize waste, fraud, and abuse.  The integrity of the grant program will be dependent upon the proper design and implementation of checks and balances throughout the entire data collection, review, analysis, and approval processes.  Controls must be incorporated into the application review and approval procedures to ensure that applications are reviewed consistently, thoroughly, and impartially.  Award decisions must also be subject to quality reviews to further strengthen the integrity of the process.  Post-approval reviews provide an additional opportunity to monitor process quality and to take corrective action regarding specific decisions as necessary.  

States can contribute to the efficiency and effectiveness of project execution by employing existing systems and processes to gather and evaluate data.  A significant number of states have implemented broadband deployment initiatives or established task forces to study broadband issues.  These resources can serve as the interface between federal staff and the end users and provide intelligence for the direct targeting of efforts.  Many states have also established statewide funding programs to support broadband deployment or related telecommunications infrastructure investments and synergies can be garnered from these existing mechanisms.    

A comprehensive control environment requires that the compliance process not end with the disbursement of funds.  After applicants receive grants, it is important to conduct reviews of a statistically significant sample of recipients to verify that grants were appropriately substantiated and that funds were used as intended and as justified in the application.  Compliance reviews can also be conducted to collect and verify more detailed supporting documentation than may have been collected as part of the standard application process.  A total control environment that tests the application, receipt, and use of funds processes will allow NTIA to evaluate project executions, quantify and compare the results of investments, and provide analysis and reports to stakeholders.    

4. Establishing Selection Criteria for Grant Awards

The Recovery Act establishes several considerations for awarding grants under the BTOP (Section 6001(h)). In addition to these considerations, NTIA may consider other priorities in selecting competitive grants.

a.
What factors should NTIA consider in establishing selection criteria for grant awards? How can NTIA determine that a Federal funding need exists and that private investment is not displaced?  How should the long-term feasibility of the investment be judged?

While some selection criteria will apply to all BTOP grants, each grant mechanism will likely have specific criteria that address the unique objectives for that mechanism.

Possible factors in addition to the items listed in Section 6001(h):

· Need: Has a convincing case been presented that this project addresses an important need?  Is this need unlikely to be met by private investment? What about a Best Use of Funds Indicator?  Perhaps a measurement – like ‘Citizens connected per dollar funded’ or ‘Geographic area connected per dollar funded’. 
· Synergy: Does the proposed project complement work being performed with support from other public funding sources?  
· Applicant qualifications: Is the proposed project team sufficiently qualified to oversee the project and complete the work? Will proposed collaborations, if any, contribute to the overall success of the project?
· Matching resources:  Are the matching resources committed by the applicant (at least 20% of project cost) appropriate for the project goals?  Is there sufficient evidence of its availability?  If a match waiver is requested, is the justification compelling?
· Work plan:  Are the analyses, approach, design, and methods adequately developed, well integrated, well reasoned, and appropriate to the goals of the project?
· Feasibility: Can the proposed work be accomplished by the applicant in 2 years or less, given their documented experience and expertise, past progress, requested and available resources, and organizational commitment? 
· Economic development potential:  What is the likelihood that the outcome of this project will lead to significant economic growth, job creation, and/or societal benefits?

· Budget:  Is the budget reasonable for the work proposed?
· Sustainability:  Is there reasonable likelihood that this project will be sustainable after the grant?  Will it contribute to the sustainability of other related projects? Does the project fit within an overall technology plan” (which falls within the role of state)
· Overlap: Overlap, whether programmatic, financial, or commitment of an individual's effort greater than 100 percent should not be permitted.  The goals in identifying and eliminating overlap are to ensure that sufficient and appropriate levels of effort are committed to the project and that there is no duplication of funding for project aims, specific budgetary items, or an individual's level of effort.  Are there any concerns regarding apparent programmatic or budgetary overlap with active or pending support? (Y/N)   
Due to the subjective nature of many of these assessments, the review process should involve subject matter experts. This would ensure a fair and consistent review for the applicants. 
b.
What should the weighting of these criteria be in determining consideration for grant and loan awards?

Several federal grant programs drawing on expert reviewers allow the reviewers to select an overall merit score that is supposed to incorporate all evaluation criteria.  This approach introduces a high degree of reviewer bias and rating inconsistency in ranking competitive proposals.  Instead, we recommend assigning weights to reviewer responses addressing each of the evaluation criteria and calculating an overall merit score.  Weighting factors may vary depending on the objectives of each grant mechanism.
In general, the heaviest weights should be given to:

· The criteria listed in 6001(h)(2)
· Need

· Work plan

· Feasibility

· Economic development potential

Moderate weight should be given to:

· Applicant qualifications

· Sustainability 

· Synergy

Lightest weight should be given to:

· Budget (for otherwise strong projects, this can be negotiated at time of award)
· Matching resources (also negotiable at time of award, if applicable)

The following items should be considered alongside the final merit score, rather than being weighted:

· Overlap (for otherwise strong projects, this may be resolved to qualify for award)
· Applicant status as socially and economically disadvantaged small business concern

c. 
How should the BTOP prioritize proposals that serve underserved or unserved areas? Should the BTOP consider USDA broadband grant awards and loans in establishing these priorities?

Without clear differentiation in grant objectives and eligibility, applicants are likely to be confused in deciding where to apply.  In addition, there are likely to be administrative inefficiencies in conducting parallel competitions for similar grants.  Consider offering combined competitions for applications from which NTIA and RUS can select meritorious projects that meet their respective interests.  If RUS funds run out and there are still worthy rural projects that otherwise meet BTOP criteria, NTIA can choose to fund them.   
d. Should priority be given to proposals that leverage other Recovery Act projects?

Priority should be given only to the extent that the proposals meet other important selection criteria.  While the degree of leverage will be very difficult to quantify, this could be handled by appropriately weighting reviewer assessments of this factor (see response to 4.a.).
e. 
Should priority be given to proposals that address several purposes, serve several of the populations identified in the Recovery Act, or provide service to different types of areas?

No.  Some projects (like major infrastructure) will likely touch many purposes, populations, and areas.  However, at some point someone has to carry the project the last mile to get the value out of the entire investment, and those projects are likely to be narrower in focus.  Rather than setting an overall scope priority to be applied to all incoming applications, it may be better to frame different grant mechanisms so that smaller broadband education and training applications are not competing directly against heavy infrastructure proposals.
f. 
What factors should be given priority in determining whether proposals will encourage sustainable adoption of broadband service?

High priority factors that will encourage sustainable adoption include:

· compatibility with primary technology that will not soon become obsolete (i.e. using the core standards contained in NOFA)

· maintenance requirements, including energy and skilled personnel

· a plan for affordability of consumer pricing
It is our position that operating costs should not be funded with these grants.  Applications should require applicants to describe how their proposed project will lead to the sustainable adoption of broadband service.  Drawing on review panels of experts in both technical and commercial fields will help subjectively evaluate the contribution toward sustainability, including the assessment of creative solutions.  
g. 
Should the fact that different technologies can provide different service characteristics, such as speed and use of dedicated or shared links, be considered given the statute’s direction that, to the extent practicable, the purposes of the statute should be promoted in a technologically neutral fashion?

It is our position that this factor should be carefully considered before including it as part of the grant program.  Our experience with similar programs has shown that these additional requirements add a level of complexity that may not be in line with the original purpose of the statue and become difficult to defend as grants are awarded.  The program should adhere to the statues in the most direct and simplified manner so that the process is straightforward and understandable for the applicants. 
h. What role, if any, should retail price play in the grant program?

Retail price should serve as a benchmark to assure that higher than normal prices for equipment, supplies, and services purchased with grant funds are competitive.  “Gold plating,” adding features or functionality not required, must be avoided.  It can increase operation and maintenance costs and reduce quality.  

5. Grant Mechanics

The Recovery Act requires all agencies to distribute funds efficiently and fund projects that would not receive investment otherwise.

a. 
What mechanisms for distributing stimulus funds should be used by NTIA and USDA in addition to traditional grant and loan programs?

b. 
How would these mechanisms address shortcomings, if any, in traditional grant or loan mechanisms in the context of the Recovery Act?

A key element in managing both programs is the establishment of a list of common data elements that would be collected by each organization.  This list could include equipment type, bandwidth, cost, census tract, location of the equipment or service, and several other items.  The main point is to establish this list of data requirements and to build this into the review and data capture process.  With a list of common data element, a shared database could be built which would allow the organizations to identify duplicate requests.  This shared data could also be used to identify unusual cost trends or “Gold Plating”.     

6. Grants for Expanding Public Computer Center Capacity:

The Recovery Act directs that not less than $200,000,000 of the BTOP shall be awarded for grants that expand public computer center capacity, including at community colleges and public libraries.

a) What selection criteria should be applied to ensure the success of this aspect of the program?

Selection criteria should be based on greatest cumulative reach, program effectiveness and sustainability.  “Shovel-ready” projects should be given priority.  To avoid redundancy, it is important that any funding requests that public libraries make through the Schools and Libraries program of the Universal Service Fund be indicated in the grant application.  Complementary requests will be considered if the applicant demonstrates the relationship between the requests, e.g. servers and switches requested through the School and Libraries program, broadband connectivity through NTIA.  

It is important that the NTIA grant program be able to match requests by applicants to other sources of Federal funding.

The following selection criteria elements should be included in the grant application:

· Does this project expand public computer center broadband capacity?
· How much of the project funding being requested will be used specifically for public computer center broadband expansion?
· Is the public computer center broadband expansion dependent upon the other projects being funded?  If so, please explain: 

To ensure that not less than $200m is disbursed to public computer centers, Demand Estimate reporting should be utilized to monitor and track progress on funded and as yet unfunded applications.  Reports will rely on data collected from the grant applications.
b. 
What additional institutions other than community colleges and public libraries should be considered as eligible recipients under this program?

To be eligible to receive funding, institutions must be operated or paid for by a government or non-profit agency and have open access to the public.  The following public institution types should be considered as eligible recipients: 

· Public Libraries

· Public University Facilities

· Local Government Buildings

· Parks & Recreation / Community Center Facilities

· Boys and Girls Clubs

· YMCA / YWCA Facilities

· Senior Service Centers/ Senior Citizen Centers
· Head Start and Early Education (Pre-K) Centers

· Social Services Facilities

· Veterans Facilities

· Adult Education Centers

· Juvenile Justice Centers

The following should be considered as Non-Eligible recipients:

· Private Schools, Universities, and Libraries
9. Financial Contributions by Grant Applicants

The Recovery Act requires that the Federal share of funding for  any proposal may not exceed 80 percent of the total grant (Section 6001(f)). The Recovery Act also requires that applicants demonstrate that their proposals would not have been implemented during the grant period without Federal assistance (Section 6001(e)(3)). The Recovery Act allows for an increase in the Federal share beyond 80 percent if the applicant petitions NTIA and demonstrates financial need.

a. 
What factors should an applicant show to establish the “financial need” necessary to receive more than 80 percent of a project’s cost in grant funds?

· Financial statements
· other sources of income
· enterprise zone location
· 8(a) certification
· disabled veteran status
b. 
What factors should the NTIA apply in deciding that a particular proposal should receive less than an 80 percent Federal share?

NTIA should consider the factor of  “Potential significant commercial benefit”  to the applicant (this will likely require an assessment by subject matter experts with business expertise). 
c. What showing should be necessary to demonstrate that the proposal would not have been implemented without Federal assistance?

· Application narrative

· Evidence of prior difficulty in obtaining funding
10. Timely Completion of Proposals

The Recovery Act states that NTIA shall establish the BTOP as expeditiously as practicable, ensure that all awards are made before the end of fiscal year 2010, and seek assurances from grantees that projects supported by the programs will be substantially completed within two (2) years following an award (Section 6001(d)). The Recovery Act also requires that grant recipients report quarterly on the recipient’s use of grant funds and the grant recipient’s progress in fulfilling the objectives of the grant proposal (Section 6001(i)(1)). The Recovery Act permits NTIA to de-obligate awards to grant recipients that demonstrate an insufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending (as defined by NTIA in advance), and award these funds to new or existing applicants (Section 6001(i)(4)).
a. 
What is the most efficient, effective, and fair way to carry out the requirement that the BTOP be established expeditiously and that awards be made before the end of fiscal year 2010?

· Get the NOFAs/RFAs out on the street ASAP (current plan of April – June is ambitious but appropriate)
· Capitalize on existing infrastructure for soliciting/awarding grants that can be rapidly deployed to accept applications.  
· Supplement NTIA resources with knowledgeable contracting support, ready systems, process, and capacity.
· Utilize existing forms that have been approved by the OMB as possible for collecting the data for speed to application.  This could include the Rural Health Care Pilot Program application forms

· Promote the program broadly through multiple channels. 

· Use streamlined application, review, and funding decision processes.
· Application:  use a Web-based application process with a concise application form, provide informed, readily available technical support (can be grants.gov)
· Review:  where possible, use customized checklists to ensure compliance with NOFA requirements and determine project eligibility.  When peer review is appropriate, use panels of subject matter experts to independently evaluate proposals online using a structured questionnaire tailored to fit evaluation criteria.  Apply NTIA-approved weighting factors to average reviewer responses to each question, and calculate proposal merit score.  Rank proposals by merit score, possibly within categories (such as by state, by proposal emphasis, etc.)  
· Funding decision-making: draw upon one or more advisory councils to consider proposal ranking along with key proposal characteristics and make funding recommendations to NTIA 
· Use peer review comments to provide substantive debriefing to unfunded applicants that either a) make it clear that reapplying in the next rounds will not be productive, or b) provide adequate feedback on proposal strengths and weaknesses so that an improved proposal can be resubmitted.
b. What elements should be included in the application to ensure the projects can be completed within two (2) years (e.g., timelines, milestones, letters of agreement with partners)?

· Work plan narrative
· milestone chart
· project leader and key personnel qualifications
· summary of past experience for similar projects
· organizational capacity
· resource availability (including budget)
· partner commitment letters (if applicable)

· vendor quotes for major equipment purchases 

11. Reporting and Deobligation 
The Recovery Act also requires that grant recipients report quarterly on the recipient’s use of grant funds and progress in fulfilling the objectives of the grant proposal (Section 6001(i)(1)). The Recovery Act permits NTIA to de-obligate funds for grant awards that demonstrate an insufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending (as defined by NTIA in advance), and award these funds to new or existing applicants (Section 6001(i)(4)).
a. 
How should NTIA define wasteful or fraudulent spending for purposes of the grant program?

Wasteful spending is using grant funds for purposes not necessary to carry out the approved project.
Fraudulent spending is:

· Knowingly presenting, or causing to be presented a false claim for payment; 

· Knowingly making, using, or causing to be made or used, a false record or statement to get a false claim paid or approved; 

· Conspiring to defraud by getting a false claim allowed or paid; 

· Falsely certifying the type or amount of property used; 

· Knowingly making, using, or causing to be made or used a false record to avoid, or decrease an obligation to pay or transmit property. 

b. 
How should NTIA determine that performance is at an “insufficient level?”

Quarterly reports should be designed to collect progress against original milestones and spending against budget.

For high risk or complex projects, draw upon standing panels of subject matter experts to review progress reports.

Use get-well plans for projects significantly behind schedule (monthly objectives and progress reports).

Conduct site visits for large projects. 
c. 
If such spending is detected, what actions should NTIA take to ensure effective use of investments made and remaining funding?

First, take preventive measures.  Make one initial installment payment, then make reimbursements based on spending.  Conduct desk audits at least once a year for every grant.  Require grantees to obtain prior approval before overspending categories in the approved  budget by more than 10% (with no increase allowed in total award).  Withhold invoice payments until any concern is resolved.  If the amount of questionable funds is significant, consider conducting a site visit to examine the case in more detail. 
Draw upon a panel of subject matter experts to investigate questionable spending cases, and develop an evaluation protocol and escalation plan.  Having such a panel will enable prompt, unbiased authoritative evaluation and avoid trivial administrative burden to the NTIA or the grantees.   

Wasteful spending: When wasteful spending is detected, NTIA should suspend the grant for up to 30 days pending satisfactory corrective action from the grantee.  

If satisfactory corrective action is received, allow one probationary opportunity for the grant to resume.  If a second occurrence of wasteful spending is detected and confirmed, terminate the grant.  NTIA should reclaim all equipment purchased and, where possible, award it to another grantee or contractor capable of moving the project forward.   

If satisfactory corrective action is not received during the suspension period (including any extensions allowed by the Program) the grant should be terminated as described above. 
Fraudulent spending:  In all cases where fraud is confirmed, NTIA should immediately terminate the grant, prosecute the case, and bar the grantee from future NTIA awards.   
12. Coordination with USDA’s Broadband Grant Program

The Recovery Act directs USDA’s Rural Development Office to distribute $2.5 billion dollars in loans, loan guarantees, and grants for broadband deployment. The stated focus of the USDA’s program is economic development in rural areas. NTIA has broad authority in its grant program to award grants throughout the United States. Although the two programs have different statutory structures, the programs have many similar purposes, namely the promotion of economic development based on deployment of broadband service and technologies.

a. 
What specific programmatic elements should both agencies adopt to ensure that grant funds are utilized in the most effective and efficient manner?

The first step will be to determine the data points that need to be collected on the grant applications for both agencies.  These common data points can be used in a shared database or a shared report from multiple databases to determine project and funding overlap as well as identifying trends and common themes (by geographic area, applicant, technology, etc).  

Operational processes and programmatic controls can be replicated across programs; specifically quality controls, review processes and triggers, fund usage reports, program success criteria, and methodology used to identify and prevent waste, fraud, and abuse.

Program operations for each agency should collaborate on lessons learned on an ongoing basis.  FCC, NTIA, USDA and relevant contractor leads should hold summits to discuss current issues and agency collaboration gaps. 

The following elements should be included in the grant application:

· Have you applied for or do you intend to apply for USDA, RHC, or other grant funds for this project?  If so which grants and what projects (provide ### details)
14. Measuring the Success of the BTOP

The Recovery Act permits NTIA to establish additional reporting and information requirements for any recipient of grant program funds.

a. 
What measurements can be used to determine whether an individual proposal has successfully complied with the statutory obligations and project timelines?

The key to monitoring and reporting grantee progress is to ensure that a work plan containing SMART objectives (specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound) is in place at the beginning of the grant, and is updated quarterly as the project unfolds.  

There are two components of a progress measurement and reporting system:  administrative, and programmatic; however, it is important that these two components be considered together. 

Measurements that monitor administrative compliance:

· On-time delivery of required reports (financial and progress) in acceptable condition (i.e., complete and accurate)
· Rate of spending against budget (underspending can be an indicator of lack of progress, and overspending without corresponding evidence of accelerated progress can be an indicator of wasteful spending or poor financial controls)

· Satisfactory/unsatisfactory status of periodic audits

· Compliance against any other special requirements (e.g. maintaining required certifications or licenses??)
Measurements that monitor progress (should be tailored to the type of grant):
· Percent of work plan milestones met on or before due date
· Number of unserved consumers provided broadband access

· Number of underserved consumers provided improved broadband access (based on determined definitions)

· Number of new broadband installations for small businesses, schools, libraries, medical and healthcare providers, community colleges, community support providers, etc. 

· Number of consumers completing education and training programs

b. Should applicants be required to report on a set of common data elements so that the relative success of individual proposals may be measured? If so, what should those elements be?

Yes.  See last three bullets above, qualified by demographic: rural, low-income, unemployed, aged, otherwise vulnerable populations;  

Number of consumers served/total grant value

Some measure of increase in broadband capacity/total grant value

15. Other Issues

Please provide comment on any other issues that NTIA should consider in creating BTOP within the confines of the statutory structure established by the Recovery Act.

· Withhold final grant payment until all deliverables are accepted.  Require evidence of matching funds (20%) as grant progresses.
· Establish standards for reporting estimated and actual number of new jobs created on all applications.
· Establish an evaluation panel charged with assessing program impact on a yearly basis, and measure outcomes.
About Solix, Inc. and Vangent, Inc.
As long term partners, Solix and Vangent have been supporting the Universal Service Administration Company (USAC) on the Schools and Libraries program since its inception; transitioning the program from a work intensive paper-based environment to an online application with automated workflow processes.  In addition, Solix also provides operational support for the Rural Health Care program. The Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP), due to its purpose and potential constituent base, already maps to the functional requirements and shares the critical success factors inherent in the programs that we support.  
Together, Solix and Vangent provide a proven end-to-end solution to assist NTIA in delivering the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program.
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We offer our expertise and services to NTIA for BTOP in support of an easy program startup, clearly defined online applications, a clean auditable review and approval process, consistent monitoring and reporting, and coordination across program offerings.  As a leading part of the economic stimulus program, BTOP expands our country’s broadband capacity, while creating jobs and prompting growth in a highly desired technology-driven service area.   
Solix, Inc. is a process outsourcing firm serving government and commercial clients. We provide complete solutions for program administration, with an emphasis on eligibility determination, funds distribution, grant administration, managerial reporting, and compliance reviews. Solix-managed programs include Internet and telecommunications infrastructure for schools, libraries, and rural health care providers; low-income telephone and electric service discount certification and verification; medical screening reimbursement; and support services for the physically impaired. Through its wholly-owned subsidiary, Lytmos Group, Inc., Solix offers peer-review services and program administration tailored to grant programs involving high-technology research, economic development projects, and social services interventions.
Vangent, Inc. is a leading global provider of information management and strategic business process outsourcing services.  We serve the Federal government, as well as commercial, education, and healthcare organizations. Our integrated service offerings span the areas of consulting, systems integration, human capital management, and strategic business process outsourcing.  Each year, we handle more than 180 million customer transactions for our clients – working behind the scenes designing, building and operating the systems and processes needed in a performance-based environment.  Through innovation, we empower organizations to meet the needs of people every day:

For additional information, please contact:
Eric Seguin




John Alfano

Vice President 




Vice President

Solix, Inc.




Vangent, Inc.

100 South Jefferson Road


4250 N. Fairfax Dr. Suite 1200


Whippany, NJ  07981



Arlington, VA 22203

973/581-7676




703/292-3041

eseguin@solix.inc.com



john.alfano@vangent.com






� American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5), Sec. 6001.
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